SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
105th Congress April 24, 1997, 10:24 pm

1st Session Vote No. 51 Page S-3651 Temp. Record

CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION/Ratification

SUBJECT: Resolution of ratification for the Convention on the Prohibition of Development, Production, Stockpiling,
and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction (Treaty Doc. 103-21) .. . S. Res. 75. Agreeing to
the resolution, as amended.

ACTION: RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION AGREED TO, 74-26

SYNOPSIS: As amended and passed, S. Res. 75, a resolution of ratification for the Convention on the Prohibition of
Development, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction, will give the Senate's ac

and consent to the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). Details are provided below.
Requirements:

® "States Parties" (countries that have signed and ratified the CWC) will be be barred from the following activities: develop
producing, acquiring, stockpiling, retaining, or transferring chemical weapons; using chemical weapons under any circumsta
including in retaliation; preparing to use chemical weapons or assisting, encouraging, or inducing anyone to engageity any ac
prohibited by the CWC; and using riot control agents as a "method of warfare".

® States Parties will declare whether or not they possess chemical weapons (including old and/or abandoned weapons), ch
weapons production facilities, or other facilities used primarily for chemical weapons. (Chemical weapons will be definee to in
toxic chemicals that are not used for purposes permitted by the CWC, munitions and devices designed to release toxic chen
and any equipment specifically designed for use in connection with such munitions and devices. Permitted uses for talsic cher
will include peaceful uses (such as in agriculture or medicine), military uses unrelated to the toxic properties of ths, ¢themica
enforcement uses (including domestic riot control), and uses directly related to protecting against toxic chemicals ahd chel
weapons.) They will also declare any chemical weapons on their territory that are owned or possessed by another coyntry, al
shipments of chemical weapons or chemical weapons equipment made since January 1, 1946.

® States Parties will destroy their chemical weapons and chemical weapons facilities within 10 years of the entry into forc

(See other side)
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the Convention. A State Party will be permitted to request that it be given up to 5 additional years to comply. A StalenBarty w

be required to destroy toxic chemicals or their precursors that are used for peaceful purposes or other purposes nblytahibited
CWC. A State Party will be allowed to convert a chemical weapons facility to a facility that has chemical production patposes t
are not prohibited by the CWC. Varying restrictions will be imposed depending on the toxicity of the particular chemicals.
Restrictions will fall under three classifications. The most restricted chemicals will only be produced in facilities thatrodnoe

large quantities of them.

® A State Party will not transfer a Schedule 1 chemical (the most restricted classification) to a non-State Party. A Sitlte Party
not transfer a Schedule 2 chemical to, or receive a Schedule 2 chemical from, a Non-State Party starting 3 years afeeiténe CWC
into force. Five years after this CWC enters into force, the Conference of States Parties (see below) will decide whether to pl
restrictions on the transfer of Schedule 3 chemicals to non-State parties. (If the United States does not ratify the B&kahe C
Manufacturers Association's (CMA's) most recent "upper-bound" estimate is that 1/3 of 1 percent of U.S. chemical exports will b
jeopardized by these restrictions; the CMA supports ratification).

® The Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPWC) will be created. Its expenses will be paid by States Parties
using the United Nation's funding formula (the United States, if it becomes a State Party, will have to pay 25 percestisdf all ¢
The Organization will have three parts: the Conference of State Parties, the Executive Council, and the Technical $beretariat.
Technical Secretariat will oversee inspections; the Executive Council will make operating decisions; the ConferenceasfiSsates P
will consider broader changes to the Convention. The Executive Council will have 41 Members selected by geographical quotas.
No country will be guaranteed a seat on the Council; no country will have a veto of council decisions. All substantive lo\ecisio
both the Conference and the Council will be made by two-thirds majority votes. Each State Party will have one vote in the
Conference.

® Routine and challenge inspections will be made. Routine inspections will be at sites that most likely could be usedlin chemica
weapons programs. No country will be subject to more than 20 routine inspections per year; no site will be subject to2nore than
routine inspections. Challenge inspections will allow any site challenged to be inspected. Reasons will have to be given for a
challenge. Inspectors from a State Party that calls for a challenge inspection will not be part of the inspection tedaenPaty Sta
being inspected will pick three inspectors from a list it will be provided. Only 12 hours notice of the exact site to teslinsgibec
have to be given. The Executive Council, by a two-thirds majority vote, will be able to block a challenge inspectiorbdihg site
inspected will pay for the costs of being inspected. Detailed requirements for inspections, including on access to sis, ¢neploye
right to review records, the right to read instruments, and the right to take samples, are detailed in the CWC. Nobeniis.eat
on the number of challenge inspections. A State Party that requests a challenge inspection that is later determinechto have bee
frivolous may be required to pay for the costs of the inspection. Inspectors will have diplomatic immunity.

® The Executive Council will review reports from inspections, and will take "the appropriate measures" to redress arg violation
that are revealed. "Appropriate measures" will include making specific recommendations to the Conference. The Conference will
be permitted to suspend rights under the CWC for a State Party in violation of the CWC. For severe violations, bothetheeConfer
and the Council will be permitted to refer matters to the United Nations General Assembly and the United Nations Secilrity Counc

® Each State Party will be required to undertake "to facilitate, and shall have the right to participate in, the fullest possibl
exchange of equipment, material, and scientific and technological information concerning means of protection against chemical
weapons." Each State Party will be required to undertake "to facilitate, and have the right to participate in, the fildlest poss
exchange of chemicals, equipment and scientific and technical information relating to the development and applicatiotrypf chemis
for purposes not prohibited under this Convention." States Parties will "Not maintain among themselves any restrictimgs, includ
those in any international agreements, incompatible with the obligations undertaken under this Convention, which woatd restrict
impede trade and the development and promotion of scientific and technological knowledge in the field of chemistry fay industri
agricultural, research, medical, pharmaceutical, or other peaceful purposes."

e Twenty-eight conditions have been added to the resolution of ratification, including the following conditions: the U.S. will
withhold half of its annual contribution to the OPWC if an OPWC employee willfully discloses confidential proprietary ioformati
obtained in an inspection and the OPWC then does not waive that employee's diplomatic immunity; all samples collected in the
United States during inspections will be analyzed in the United States; if an independent inspector general of the OPWC is not
appointed within the first 9 months of its operations, the United States will withhold half of its regular contributiomantesa
searches will be allowed in the United States when access to a site is denied by the authorities for that site; theebwitbd@tat
read the restrictions on riot control agents as preventing its using them to rescue downed pilots or to fend off combasants who
noncombatants as human shields; in fulfillment of the CWC's requirement to assist States Parties in chemical weapotiedefenses,
United States will not provide anything more than medical antidotes and treatment to a nation it believes poses a chemscal weap
proliferation threat; the President will be required to certify annually that present Australia Group controls on chenooal weap
proliferation have not been weakened, or, if they have been weakened, to consult with the Senate on possible withdrawal from th
CWC,; and the Senate asserts that it retains the constitutional right to amend and add reservations to treaties, dexpiathe sta
in the CWC that no nation may attach reservations to it.
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Those favoringfinal passage contended:

Eighty-two years ago, on April 22, a green cloud boiled up out of the east near the town of Ypres in Flanders. The moder
of chemical weapons had begun. On that day, the use of chlorine gas achieved a significant tactical advantage for German at
in a World War | battle. Within days, however, gas masks were made available to the allies and, thereafter, the useasfgmison
a method of warfare was not especially effective. As a method of terror, though, poison gas continued to be exceedimgly effe
and had an appalling effect on its victims along the front lines. The international revulsion against the use of poi¥éorigias in
War | led the United States to press for an international agreement banning the practice. The result, in 1925, was thed@geheva P
which prohibits the use in war of poison gas and bacteriological weapons. For most of the past 82 years the internasienal noi
by the Geneva Protocol has been honored.

A large exception to this norm occurred in the Iran-lrag War in the 1980s. During the course of that war both sides used |
amounts of poison gas against each other in a war of attrition that ended in a stalemate. Again, chemical weapons did not
effective militarily; again, their main result was to inflict cruel, horrible deaths, and lifetime crippling illnessesr wittings. They
are a terrorist weapon even in warfare; most soldiers are able to take countermeasures before they fall victim to aftaidon gas
After the war Iraq then turned its chemical weapons against its own Kurdish minority. Peter Galbraith, who is now theatésited S
Ambassador to Croatia, interviewed some of the survivors for a report for the Foreign Relations Committee. He describec
atrocities in vivid detail in that report: "The bombs did not produce a large explosion, only a weak sound that coulddrelheard
then a yellowish cloud spread from the center of the explosion. Those who were very close to the bombs died almoshistantly. -
who did not die instantly found it difficult to breathe and began to vomit. The gas stung the eyes, skin, and lungsagjetise vill
exposed to it. Many suffered temporary blindness. After the bombs exploded, many villagers ran and submerged themsieyves in 1
streams to escape the spreading gas. Many of those that made it to the streams survived. Those who could not run frogm the ¢
smell--mostly the very old and the very young--died. The survivors who saw the dead reported that blood could be seeanttricklin
of the mouths of some of the bodies, a yellowish fluid could also be seen oozing out of the noses and mouths of sonte of the
Some said the bodies appeared frozen. Many of the dead bodies turned blackish blue."

The use of chemical weapons by these countries, as well as the reported recent use of chemical weapons in other areas
Indochina, led the United States under President Reagan to push for a total ban on chemical weapons. Under the Geneva Pi
there was nothing illegal about developing and stockpiling chemical weapons, nor was there anything illegal about uséigsthem a
civilians. The CWC was started under President Reagan and its final terms were concluded under President Bush. Presider
gave a strong push to the negotiations in 1991 by announcing that the United States would unilaterally destroy its uitigry che
weapons stockpile, and that it would not retaliate against a chemical weapons attack with a chemical weapons attack. Pre
Clinton also supports the CWC, but he did not have any input in negotiating a single word of it. Some people automaticially su:
that any treaty that has been negotiated by a Democrat is bound to be flawed because Democrats are assumed to bestiaively it
when dealing with other countries; those people should be reassured by this treaty's Republican pedigree. Under the terms
treaty, it will take effect 180 days after the 65th country has ratified it. The 65th country ratified it nearly 180 days eqaple
of weeks, with or without the United States, it will go into effect.

The United States has much to gain by being a party to the CWC, and much to lose by failing to ratify it. The first, and lar
benefit is that it will establish the international norm that no country should possess chemical weapons. Many oppor&me of the
underestimate the value of establishing this norm. They are generally of the opinion that international agreements aablmenfor
and always violated. To an extent, they are correct--if a sovereign nation breaks a commitment, other nations are kinited in
ability to respond. They may impose sanctions, or they may ultimately go to war, but clearly any international agreement is
enforceable than a country's internal laws. Because international law is less enforceable, it is more often broken. igsually
stretched or broken surreptiously, in an attempt to get benefits from breaking it and at the same to keep the benefitg ftom hav
For instance, the former Soviet Union built the Krasnoyarsk radar station in violation of the ABM treaty, but at the Sasistdthe
that it was treaty compliant (Russian officials now admit that it clearly violated the treaty). Our colleagues look atatimisvio
and see the utter futility of treaties. We, on the other hand, look at how countries behave without treaties, and howvetidebeha
they are in place, and we see enormous benefits. Treaties have undeniably been violated, but they also undeniably kasesad su
Weapons have been destroyed, truces have held, trade has increased, and numerous other benefits have accrued. Tlesse san
that have had these benefits have been violated numerous times. We think the course of world events would have been muct
this century if certain international agreements had not been reached. It has been much better to have agreementsVike the ¢
Protocol in place and generally adhered to (even without inspections or specific punishments) than it would have beea to live
world where using poison gas in warfare was totally legal and an accepted practice. We believe that without the protacag whict
and is much less enforceable than the CWC, poison gas would probably have been used as a matter of standard practice in \
the past 80 years. The Geneva Protocol relied mostly on moral authority, and for nearly 80 years that was enough. Simply m.
it illegal to develop or possess chemical weapons will be more than half the battle.

It will be more than half the battle with one caveat--the United States must join. The United States ratification of thd CWC
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mark a critical juncture in post-Cold War history. The United States is the most powerful, influential country on eartterand ot
countries are closely watching its decision. Ratifying it will signal that it intends to work with other countries. Fadtify iowill

signal that it intends to act unilaterally. Other countries will follow its lead. The world is no longer divided into twaampeett

is fractured. The United States can use its power and influence to pull other countries into cooperation, but if itirgrtotdill

so no other country has that power. The world will be more uncertain, so countries will be more likely to develop, stocldpée, a
chemical weapons. They are cheap and easy to make, and without a strong international condemnation of them, they will be made.

The third reason the United States should ratify the CWC is a practical one. In a few days, the CWC will go into effect. If the
United States has not ratified it by then, it will not have any role in setting up its original structures and methodsaof. dffera
CWC sets only the parameters--the nuts and bolts have yet to be developed. If the United States wants to have anytimluence on
process it needs to act now.

The fourth reason for immediate ratification is to protect U.S. industry. If the United States does not ratify the caihwvelhtion,
be subject to trade sanctions from CWC members. Our chemical industry will lose part of its business. Eventually, it esuld lose
much as $600 million annually in overseas chemical trade. This amount, though only a small part of the total annual athemical tr
is significant.

In arguing against the CWC, our colleagues have focused on a few specific arguments. First, they have said that tre verificati
provisions are inadequate to detect cheating. Second, they have made the argument that the verification provisionsigee so intru
they are going to result in the United States losing all types of national security and commercial secrets to foreignagmpitsiage
posing as chemical weapons inspectors. Basically, with these two arguments our colleagues are admitting that nothifyg will satis
them; they are saying that the verification provisions are too tough for the United States to follow and too weak to ottpgrse on
However, they know full well that the United States cannot negotiate a treaty that imposes more intrusive inspection tequiremen
on other countries than are imposed on the United States. The inspections must be the same. That point aside, wettmigve that s
provisions have been developed, and they were developed in large part by the American chemical industry. American chemical
manufacturers both know what to look for when trying to find chemical weapons, and how to stop inspectors from looking for, and
finding, industrial secrets unrelated to chemical weapons. As for the charge that only large chemical companies support the
convention, we note that the National Federation of Independent Businesses has given its endorsement to the CWC.

Another argument our colleagues have made is that the convention will require the United States to give chemical data and
technology to dangerous regimes. We realize that countries like China and Iran have made this very interpretation, bdt the Unit
States and most of its allies have already explicitly rejected it. Our colleagues should give more credence to thehieadtatedf t
States and its allies than to the leaders of countries like China and Iran.

They should also give more credence to the resolution of ratification, which contains 28 conditions that were included to meet
their concerns. Frankly, our colleagues opposition to the CWC has resulted in improvements. Nine of those conditiotiserelate to
Constitution, including a requirement to obtain a criminal search warrant for nonvoluntary inspections in the United Slates. We
not believe that this condition will violate the CWC because the CWC inspection process will not result in inspectiondgdpeihg or
without just cause, and because it will be possible to obtain warrants without delaying inspections. Another importairadnstitu
condition notes that the United States Senate retains the right to amend any treaty brought before it; no Presidentmay barter
that right. In effect, that condition repudiates Article XXII of the CWC. Other conditions relate to the appropriations @itoarsss
require reports, others require various presidential certifications, and others make statements of U.S. interpretation.

The CWC will not turn men into angels. Though it will not change their nature, it will change their actions. We beliestoithat hi
has shown that establishing international norms has affected the behavior of nations. Some of our colleagues may have different
interpretations of history--they may believe, for example, that the Geneva Protocol had nothing to do with countries not using
chemical weapons for so many years. The point cannot be proven, it is a matter of opinion. In our opinion, ratifying thik CWC wi
lead to an eventual total and lasting worldwide ban on chemical weapons. We are honored to have the opportunity to wote in favo
of ratification.

While favoring ratification , some Senators expressed the following reservations:

This vote is very difficult for us to cast. The arguments on both sides are compelling. We find the text of the CWC iresany cas
to be ambiguous. At first, this fact made us fearful of how it would work in practice, but most of those fears have beday allaye
the conditions that have been attached to the resolution of ratification. With the acceptance of those conditions, weertbat belie
the CWC is supportable.

Those opposindinal passage contended:

The CWC has been trumpeted as a worldwide, verifiable, and enforceable ban on chemical weapons. Unfortunately, it is none
of the above. Nine of the 14 countries with chemical weapons have not signed it; none of them has ratified it. It imanigeaty a
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countries that do not have chemical weapons. Even if any of those countries signed on, it would not be possible to dieégrmine |
complied. According to a recently unclassified intelligence estimate from 1993, the "capability of the intelligence coramunity
monitor compliance with the CWC is severely limited." Finally, even if the countries that have and are likely to use chem
weapons ratify the convention, and even if it is possible to catch them if they cheat, the treaty is unenforceable-cthanetoas
Ultimately, if a country keeps getting caught and keeps ignoring requests for it to honor the CWC, it will be possibl¢h® go to
General Assembly and then the Security Council of the United Nations. All Senators know what a waste of time it would be to
that step--the United Nations recently could not even bring itself to pass a meaningless resolution telling Iraq thahdulgally
not have used poison gas against its own Kurdish citizens. Some Senators have repeatedly suggested that even thouligly the wo
of the CWC is questionable, at least it is better than the current situation, which is that it is totally legal for anyocmahizyany
chemical weapons that it desires. Their suggestion is wrong, because the CWC will make it easier for any country timatkeins to
chemical weapons, plus it will expose U.S. companies to intrusive, costly inspections. Given that the treaty is unvetifiable
unenforceable, we imagine that at least a few renegade countries will join the CWC to get the materials and knowledge they
to improve their chemical weapons. This convention is so deeply flawed and so damaging that it is much better to deifest it, and
be accused of being in favor of chemical weapons, then it is to pass it and thereby make the world a much more dangerous

The convention is not global. Countries that have refused to sign include Libya, Iraq, Syria, North Korea, and Serbia. Do
colleagues recall any of these countries being mentioned in the news in recent years? Have they been having peacveallies,
they been sponsoring terrorists, attacking their neighbors, and generally spreading mayhem? These are the countries the
chemical weapons, these are the countries that have used chemical weapons, and these are the countries that have lol
considered international pariahs. What will happen to them if they do not ratify the CWC? CWC members will be required to res
their trade in a very few chemicals with them. We are not talking about a large amount of trade--for instance, if theatésited Si
refuses to ratify the CWC, and CWC member countries then impose the required restrictions on it, only 1/3 of 1 perceitedf the U
States' chemical trade will be affected. Additionally, we believe nonmembers will easily evade the restrictions if thdyuildint to
chemical weapons, because they will be able to get whatever they need from those dangerous and irresponsible regirees that
to join the CWC.

For the sake of argument, though, let us assume that every country in the world decides to join the CWC. What then? Russ
75,000 tons of chemical weapons; China also has huge stockpiles. Together they have about 80 percent of the world'sysupply.
of the violent regimes listed above also have tons of chemical weapons but deny it. Assuming these countries ratify the CW
our colleagues really think they will admit where, how much, and what kind of chemical weapons they have? We do not, bec
they have never done so before, and we do not see anything magical in the CWC that will change their behavior. Russia a
United States, for instance, are obligated under the Wyoming Memorandum of Understanding to disclose to each othéitsall the
on the size and type of their chemical weapon stockpiles and programs. The United States has complied; Russia haslyot. It h
given information on about 40,000 tons; it is through other intelligence means that the United States knows that itakaily has
75,000 tons. Further, Russia has failed to disclose any information about its binary weapons program. That program has co
with a really potent new line of toxins that use chemicals not regulated under the CWC. In other words, before everheatifying
CWC, Russia is already working on ways to cheat, and it has found them. As for China, that country sells missiles to the
unstable countries on earth, uses slave labor, violates trade laws, is engaged in genocide in Tibet, has policies didoreed abo
sterilization, and has used tanks to run over its own unarmed students. Additionally, we have been informed that evieey one
inspectors that it has chosen for the verification program under the CWC is from its chemical weapons program, whicb leads
believe that it is a lot more interested in espionage than it is in getting rid of chemical weapons. Why would anyoneatidsame th
country would have any qualms about cheating on the CWC?

Our colleagues tell us that if Russia, China, Libya, Iraq, or any other member of the CWC tries to make chemical weapon:
CWC's inspection process will expose the effort. That process will allow for scheduled inspections and challenge ingjections
the challenge inspections obviously intended to be the real teeth) for catching culprits. Under a challenge inspectionyithe CW(
give a country that has been challenged a list of inspectors. The country will choose 3 people from the list. Then, f@@ours b
the inspection, the CWC will inform the country which site is being inspected. Now, that process sounds tough, andaintyill cert
be disruptive and expensive for U.S. commercial chemical companies if they find out only 12 hours in advance that thgy are
to have to be ready to submit to inspections that may require them to stop operations. However, for any country thateésl deterr
to cheat it is more than enough notice to escape detection. If our colleagues doubt it, we invite them to look at whahéds hap
in Irag, which has been crawling with U.N. inspectors for the past 6 years. Those inspectors, though they have mucheyeater p
than inspectors under the CWC will be given, have been unable to find the chemical, biological, and nuclear weapongsnd fac
that Iraq is known to possess (Iraq is believed to have the technical knowledge and materials for nuclear weapons,epitiotthe exc
that it is not believed to have the necessary fissile material). Further, they have been unable to find the missiletdyidmawvima
to have to deliver those weapons.

Again, for the sake of argument, let us suppose that the CWC's inspectors will discover every violation that occurscéor inst
let us suppose that the United States asks for a challenge inspection of a site in Iran. A list of inspectors will beagivisio to
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Americans will be on the list because the United States made the challenge. Iran will pick three inspectors, who wilheonduct t
investigation. Suppose that they find that Iran is producing poison gas. That information will be returned to the CWCa Technic
Secretariat, which may or may not have Americans on its staff, which will issue a final report, which will be judged by the 41
members of the CWC Executive Council, which may or may not have an American on it (the 41 members will be chosen by
geographical quota). All substantive decisions of the Executive Council require a two-thirds majority vote; thus, at ésakbe8 m

will have to concur before a technical report that finds a violation is officially labelled a violation. Suppose threeafitheprs

admit that Iran has violated the CWC; then it may make recommendations. It may ask the offending country to stop, or it may ask
the Conference of State Parties to take action; by a two-thirds majority vote, the Conference may restrict a countrytsdeenefits

the CWC or take other unspecified actions; for violations of sufficient "gravity", both the Executive Council and the @amfgyenc

refer a matter directly to the United Nations General Assembly or Security Council, both of which could take unspeciied action
In our opinion, this process is extremely cumbersome, and it is unlikely that results favorable to the United Statesilpbsition
reached. Our colleagues, though, point out that it is better than the current situation under which the United Statssigatenot in
challenge inspections.

We point out that challenge inspections are a two-edged sword. The estimate of the number of companies that may be subjected
to these inspections in the United States ranges from a few thousand to about 10,000. Further, those companies willthave to mee
reporting requirements. Huge, multinational companies have told us that they do not expect that they will find the reporting
requirements and inspections too burdensome, but smaller companies oppose the CWC because of those costs, plus the fear of
industrial espionage. This fear is not baseless--the Office of Technology Assessment reports that the U.S. chemicabimalustry is
of the top five industries targeted by foreign companies and governments for proprietary information. For smaller corepanies, th
loss of key proprietary information, such as the chemical structure for a new pesticide, may result in financial ruinthBerhaps
greatest danger of inspections, though, is that they will likely result in the loss of national security secrets. Inaése @WC
would work in practice, an inspection was done of a facility that produces rocket fuel. Samples were taken of mud neardhe site
chemists, by analyzing those samples, were able to determine highly classified information on the structure of U.S. ancket fuel
on how to make it. If this fact does not give our colleagues pause, we do not know what will. Under the terms of the @WIfS, inspe
will be allowed to inspect records, quiz employees, and take pictures and samples. Those countries, including manyspf our allie
probably cannot wait to issue challenge inspections of our chemical plants, military facilities, and national laboratdeiesin o
steal both commercial and national security secrets.

Again, for the sake of argument, we are going to suppose we are wrong. We are going to suppose that all of the countries that
currently engage in espionage against the United States are not going to take advantage of the ability in the CWC doarawl! all
the United States' national laboratories, military bases, and commercial industrial factories. Even making this ridicufatienassu
does not make the CWC harmless, because it contains Articles X and XI. Those articles will require States Parties tditime conven
to share to the fullest possible extent all of the information they have on chemical weapons defenses, plus it will nedaire the
remove any restrictions on chemical-related trade except for restrictions spelled out in the CWC. Our colleagues natwtell us th
are misreading Articles X and Xl, but until the last few days our interpretation is exactly the interpretation that everyaneric
was following. The Australia Group, which is the organization that is mainly responsible for world restrictions on chetaejcal tra
assumed until very recently that it would have to drop its restrictions against countries like Iran if they joined the GNIg. The
reason anyone has changed their reading of these two articles is that some Senators strongly objected to them. Irtteeder to get
Senate to ratify the CWC, now the Clinton Administration, the Australia Group, and others are saying that these arttls®pill n
greater restrictions being placed on CWC members. We are pleased they are taking this position, we hope that theyuhold to it, b
we also note that it is in clear violation of the language of the CWC, and many other members, most notably China, evihi@ot tak
same position. China has already announced that it will stick with the original interpretation, and will freely trade eeoyslang
substances and technologies with countries like Iran. Our colleagues tell us that China will do so anyway--we agreenbut we poi
out that if the CWC is enacted it will have legal sanction for so doing.

We do not support the existence of chemical weapons. The United States is committed to getting rid of its chemical weapons no
matter what the rest of the world does, and it is right, morally, for taking that action. If the CWC really would workdettiagis
rid of all chemical weapons worldwide, or if it were even merely a harmless piece of paper to put the world on recoralgasniseing
chemical weapons, we would give it our enthusiastic support. Unfortunately, the CWC is extremely dangerous. It is beiad adverti
as the vehicle that will get rid of chemical weapons, but it will actually lead to their proliferation. This dangerouscrosirentil
not be ratified.



